Power through influence : the evolution of arts management in Australia by Radbourne, Jennifer
This is the author’s version of a work that was submitted/accepted for pub-
lication in the following source:
Radbourne, Jennifer (1993) Power through influence : the evolution of arts
management in Australia. [Working Paper]
This file was downloaded from: http://eprints.qut.edu.au/42338/
c© Copyright 1993 The Author & Queensland University of Technol-
ogy
Notice: Changes introduced as a result of publishing processes such as
copy-editing and formatting may not be reflected in this document. For a
definitive version of this work, please refer to the published source:
QUT 
 
 
 
POWER THROUGH INFLUENCE: 
THE EVOLUTION OF ARTS MANAGEMENT IN 
AUSTRALIA 
 
 
 
 
 
WORKING PAPER NO. 25 
JENNIFER RADBOURNE 
 
 
 
 
SCHOOL OF MARKETING, ADVERTISING AND PUBLIC RELATIONS 
FACULTY OF BUSINESS 
QUEENSLAND UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY 
BRISBANE 
 
 
 
The Program on Nonprofit Corporations is a research unit at the Queensland University of Technology. It 
seeks to promote research from many disciplines into the nonprofit sector. 
 
The Program on Nonprofit Corporations reproduces and distributes these working papers from authors who 
are affiliated with the Program or who present at Program seminars. They are not edited or reviewed, and the 
views in them are those of their authors. 
 
A list of all the Program’s publications and working papers is available from the address below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Queensland University of Technology 28 May 1993 
Published by Program on Nonprofit Corporations 
Queensland University of Technology 
GPO Box 2434 
BRISBANE QLD 4001 
Phone: 07 3138 1020 
Fax: 07 3138 9131 
 
ISBN 0-86856-824-4 
ISSN 1037-1516 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 2 
The purpose of this paper is to frame effective models of arts management for Australia in the nineties 
and beyond based on an analysis of historical practices. The evolutionary process of government 
subvention of the arts through non-profit arts organisations provides a clear statement of the role of 
power and influence. In particular the ascendancy of arts organisations and their management 
constitute a background against which to study other non-profit corporations. 
 
Arts and cultural services may be delivered to the community directly by government (Federal, State, 
Territory and Local through libraries, museums), by Statutory Authorities and Trusts (Australia 
Council, Queensland Performing Arts Trust, Queensland Art Gallery, Royal Queensland Theatre 
Company), and by commercial entrepreneurs. However, most arts organisations operate in the 
voluntary sector as a service industry with charitable status and objectives. These organisations 
conform generally to the definition of the non-profit sector as a collection of organisations that are 
formal (institutionalised to some extent), private (separate from government), non-profit distributing 
(to their owners or directors), self-governing (controlling their own activities), and voluntary (relying 
on voluntary participation for management or operation).1
 
 
It is unfortunate that the term "non-profit" includes the negative prefix "non". This connotes an image 
of compromise, acquiescence, weakness, secondary, as opposed to the powerful, influential images of 
the private profit driven corporate sector and the strength by size of the public sector. Yet the essence 
of nonprofit management has always been creative, innovative, consumer based, democratic, 
consultative, responsive, hierarchically flat, resourceful, networking - by no means acquiescent or 
compromised. Possibly what was lacking that engaged power was market driven, strategically planned, 
dynamic and visionary leadership in management. 
 
While the nonprofit corporations have responded clearly to a community need, and provided a 
complete service agreement for a government policy, the management of nonprofit organisations has 
relied heavily on volunteers and on government funding, so that direction, vision and strategy were not 
employed. The power and influence remained in the hands of government (the public sector) and not 
in the organisation itself. 
                                                     
1 Lester M Salamon and Helmut K Anheir, "The Nonprofit Sector Cross-Nationally : Patterns and Types", Power, 
Politics and Performance Conference, CACOM, UTS, Sydney, March 1993. Book 1, p.24. 
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In more general terms, it may be the diversity fo this non-profit sector that diminishes its power base. 
Helmut K Anhier, German researcher in nonprofit corporations suggests that by comparison to the 
market driven private/profit sector and the power based public sector, nonprofits are ill defined in 
diversity and have "no clear, dominant set of motivations and behaviours ... to act as the driving 
force".2
 
 
Part of my thesis in this paper is that the arts have embraced/suffered/survived power and influence 
and developed significantly in the last ten to twenty years, and may well be a model from which to 
analyse other nonprofit corporations and promote more effective management in the millennium. 
 
Government policy on arts funding has never enjoyed the acceptance that funding for education, 
health, welfare, housing, environment and legal service possess. Since government subvention to the 
arts became policy, the public debate has raged. Criticism and investigation have been the hallmarks of 
funding bodies, assessment panels and funding decisions. The nonprofit recipient arts organisations 
have embraced and in some cases failed the demands for responsibility and accountability in 
management practice, particularly in the years 1986 to 1993. 
 
In setting the context for the Community Management Conference "Power, Politics and Performance" 
in Sydney in March 1993, Merle Mitchell traced the growth of the energetic and committed 
community based model of service and welfare organisations now facing in the early 1990s the 
government's "growing concern for accountability for funds expended, demanded evidence of 
effectiveness and efficiency, looked for performance indicators of service outcomes, asserted tighter 
funding controls - in short the new managerialist orientation that we are now experiencing under 
economic rationalist policies".3
 
 
This concern at reduced government funding was repeated in later debate at the Conference. Jenny 
Cameron in her paper "The Changing Climate of Government Funding to Community Organisations" 
summarised the funding/effective management nexus thus: 
 
 The funding climate has changed. The first change happened five years ago - governments 
came under increasing general community expectation of government financial 
accountability. Many state bureaucracies were revamped internally before turning the 
pressure upon funded community organisations to improve management techniques. The 
second change is less than twelve months old and probably sees its strongest expression in 
Victoria - less money, tighter funding conditions, a more `commercial' approach.4
 
 
                                                     
2 ibid., p.5. 
3 ibid. Merle Mitchell, "Setting the Context", p.1. 
4 ibid. Jenny Cameron, "The Changing Climate of Government Funding to Community Organisations", Book 2, 
p.118. 
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Cameron predicted that in the next three years the nonprofit sector would experience: 
 
 · Smaller grant programs 
 
 · Greater competition because of the diminishing dollars 
 
 · The disappearance of a large number of smaller not for profits, or their contraction 
to a volunteer secretariat 
 
 · The amalgamation of some like-minded groups to benefit from "economies of scale", 
particularly the administrative function 
 
 · More effort by not-for-profits to fundraise apart from government 
 
 · A few not-for-profits becoming efficient  income-generators from non-government 
sources. These organisations are in fact likely to be viewed most favourably by 
government.5
 
 
The familiarity of these predictions provides the rationale for the place of this paper on arts 
management in the Program on Nonprofit Corporations. Contemporary arts management practice is 
well equipped to handle the current financial and political realities. The organisational structure and 
behaviour of arts organisations are designed to manage change. The arts are a labour intensive 
industry. Arts involve people : artists, performers, producers, production staff. Arts workers often 
work across industry boundaries. Many artists supplement their income. If wages increase, output, in 
terms of more performances or exhibitions, cannot always occur. Change, social responsiveness, 
creativity in programming, risk-taking in budgeting, flexible work practices all describe arts 
management practice. Increasing business strength on Boards of Directors, close relationships with 
arts ministries and allied government departments and statutory authorities, use of networks and the 
adoption of corporate plans are linked to the definition of the arts as an industry, and economic 
rationalist argument for maintaining funding levels. 
 
There are many sources which quote from an extensive range of data that the arts/culture industry is 
one of profound economic significance. The Cultural Ministers' Council data indicates that over 
200,0006 people are employed in the arts/culture industry in Australia which contributes nearly $14 
billion to the Gross Domestic Product7
 
. 
                                                     
5 ibid. 
6 As many work in this industry only part time in a second job, SAG considered this estimate to be conservative. 
7 The Australian Cultural Industry Available Data and Sources - Cultural Ministers Council Statistical Advisory 
Group (SAG), 2nd Edition. AGPS Canberra, 1990, p.7. 
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In a recent statement announcing details of its future directions, the Australia Council highlighted the 
contribution the arts industry makes to employment creation for others as artists. "To take the case of 
literature: every $1 earned in royalties by the author of a book creates $9 worth of work for other 
people - for printers and publishers, designers, truck drivers, shop assistants - not to mention the extra 
opportunities created for critics and teachers. Major performing arts companies and arts festivals 
generate substantial income as well as the flow-on through cultural tourism worth tens of millions of 
dollars each year."8
 
 
In his arts policy speech delivered on 25 February, 1993, the Prime Minister stated that "... Australia's 
cultural industries, broadly defined, earn $14 billion a year - more than wheat, wool and beef put 
together, and employing more people."9
 
 The Prime Minister elevated the arts ministry to cabinet level 
in his re-shuffle of ministerial posts following the election win on 13 March, 1993. 
The Queensland Government financial support for the Office of the Arts and Cultural Development 
(previously called the Arts Division) totalled $12.7 m in 1990-91. $9.4m in funding was committed to 
arts activities programmes and $0.9m was committed to film activity programmes. Significant 
contributions to arts funding have also been made on a regional and Local Government basis, further 
supporting the industry in Queensland. 
 
                                                     
8 Areas of Strategic Investment, in News Release, Australia Council, 17 February, 1993, p.2. 
9 Encore, 1-15 April, 1993. p.1. 
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The film, television and video industry in Queensland is touted to make a major contribution to the 
State's economy over the next four to six years through the development and promotion of the Warner 
Roadshow studios and the Atlab post production facility at Oxenford. The Queensland Premier, 
Wayne Goss recently announced that "... on current trends, the value of the film and television industry 
to Queensland should exceed $150 million a year by 1995."10
 
 
This economic rationale and the strategic qualities of the current operation of nonprofit arts 
organisations in Australia would seem to place the organisations in the political position of proactivity, 
planning the future rather than being directed by government departments. Indeed arts organisations 
are capable of enterprise, of initiating consultation rather than awaiting invitation for input or 
discussion of draft guidelines for future operation. However, continually, the arts organisations are tied 
to government policy and government funding. Increasing demands for accountability are forcing the 
interdependence. While the nonprofit arts organisations have ascended to an era of corporate practice, 
in the evolution process they are the burden of a government model - statutory authority or arts 
ministry. History is the key to the future. 
 
A brief exploration of the models of arts funding in Australia in the last forty years, and an assessment 
of new models of subvention being established in the nineties, offer solutions for the development of 
non-profit arts organisations in the future. 
 
From definition and a simple historical description of the models of arts funding in Australia from 
1950 to the present, this paper moves to a comparative analysis with the professional historian Oliver 
Macdonagh's theory of central administration and government growth. The theory or framework places 
contemporary arts funding models clearly in a state of change - a dynamism involving flexibility, 
experimentation, risk, advocacy, community empowerment and alliances. The new era of 
entrepreneurial management in the arts will be based on creative, challenging and adventurous models 
of funding. 
 
The many definitions of model lead to as many interpretations of the role of funding agencies. A model 
may be a replica, a prototype, a paragon, a paradigm, a mathematical system capable of modification, 
a mode of structure. Indeed in the last forty years, the central government funding agency in Australia 
at a particular time may have been named, blamed, criticised or praised for being any one of those 
interpretative definitions. 
 
                                                     
10 ibid. p.5. 
Fund comes from the Latin fundus meaning foundation and the Old French fonds denoting capital. 
The English words found (establish) and fundamental come from the same derivation. In saying "We 
hope the government will fund the project" we are meaning finance, pay for, underwrite, support, 
endow or patronise. In contemporary funding terms, the definition extends to loan, earn-back, invest, 
provide salary, motivate and promote. 
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These definitions could lead to a wider application of arts funding models rather than the context of 
the three national organisations which were established and developed to disburse federal government 
funds for the support of the arts in Australia. 
 
Three phases may be identified in the historical development of arts administration in postwar 
Australia. The first extended from the mid 1940s to 1967 and developed from postwar reconstruction 
in Australia. This saw the establishment under Dr H.C. Coombs, then Governor of the Commonwealth 
Bank (later Chairman of the Reserve Bank), of the Australian Elizabethan Theatre Trust with the aim: 
`to establish a native drama, opera and ballet which would give professional employment to Australian 
actors, singers and dancers, and would furnish opportunities for those such as writers, composers and 
artists whose creative work was related to the theatre'.11
 
 
The Trust was set up as a body corporate, with funding raised privately and matched by the 
government. Established in 1955, it commemorated the visit to Australia in 1954 by the young Queen 
Elizabeth. It was planned to operate in all states, and managed by a Trust with members from all states. 
The Australian Ballet, The Australian Opera, the Old Tote Theatre Company, the National Institute for 
Dramatic Art and the Australian Marionette Theatre were all artistic companies created by the Trust. 
Executives of the Trust and its companies were British and the administration was modelled closely on 
British arts administration policy and procedure. 
 
The second phase was marked by the establishment of the semi-government funding agencies the 
Australian Council for the Arts (1968) and the Australia Council (1975)12
 
. 
 
The growth of the activities of the Trust necessitated the formation of the government agency, the 
Australian Council for the Arts. With Coombs as Chairman, this Council administered the major 
government arts companies, allowing the Trust to act as an entrepreneur and co-ordinator of interstate 
and international tours. The Council for the Arts took on a new image under the Whitlam government. 
The "arts boom" as it is now called, began with the creation of the statutory authority, the Australia 
Council in 1973, with the power of advising the government on arts policy and of allocating funds to 
artistic organisations and individuals. This phase of arts administration is marked by innovation, 
controversy, public debate, extraordinary growth and recognition of the professionalism of the arts, but 
also of great political interference. 
 
The third developmental phase of arts administration in Australia has been characterised by the 
modern shift to industrial productivity, with both state and federal governments recognising the 
economic benefits of the arts as an industry. This has created a new approach to arts funding. While 
                                                     
11 `New Theatre Trust', Sydney Morning Herald [SMH], 2 April 1954, p.6. 
12 The Australia Council proposal was presented to Cabinet on 31 October 1973, the Bill introduced in Parliament on 
21 March 1974, and after many delays given the Governor-General's assent on 13 March 1975. 
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governments threaten reduced subsidy, arts organisations are revising their structures and operations to 
equate more with a well managed business. Effective financial management, business relationships, 
fundraising programs and courtship of corporate sponsorships appear to be the keys to contemporary 
arts administration. 
 
Throughout these phases of development powerful individuals have played a significant role within 
and outside arts funding structures. Historical evidence demonstrates that the catalyst for development, 
change, growth, challenge and innovation in performing arts practice in Australia has been a dual 
consequence of individual vision and considerable sustenance by the Commonwealth Government. In 
every phase of growth a particular individual (Coombs, Hunt, Battersby, Pascoe, Whitlam, Staley, 
Horne, Yerbury)13
 
 has stimulated thought and action in government decision-makers and gathered 
momentum in funding support to encourage the Australian arts community to act and grow in 
performance and management function. The government was rarely the director, leader or innovator. It 
has been reactive to public pressure, concern and criticism. 
The shifts in funding policy at government and administrative levels have developed out of this 
criticism and conflict. The early patronage model of funding of the Trust caused community concern 
in the conflict of interest of the Trust's entrepreneurial funding merged with its grant funding of 
smaller organisations. The first Council's peer assessment policy fell far short of satisfaction because 
of the absence of planning and objectives for panel operation. As government began to encourage joint 
ventures with business and develop business/arts partnerships, joint sponsorship and incentive 
funding, the arms-length model was jeopardised. And yet the development in the administration of the 
arts has been rapid and marked by significant achievements as part of Australia's cultural, social and 
political history. 
 
Arts funding in Australia is best seen as an evolutionary process. Each stage in the process has been 
subject to and resulted from environmental influences. The political system, social values, and 
economic factors have played significant roles in modifying the arts funding mechanism and practice. 
Because of the nexus between policy and funding, most models of arts funding are created around the 
organisational structure of government. Funding models should not be accommodated in boxes 
because governments and funding agencies move from one model to another, between models, or 
practice more than one model at any given time. Models are usually named after the event, as "looking 
back" on an arts policy and the resulting type of subvention. Tim Rowse, the Australian academic, 
historian and sociologist created a set of names for the models of arts funding in his 1985 text Arguing 
the Arts. These were Voluntary Entrepreneurship, Statutory Patronage, Decentralised Patronage and 
                                                     
13 Coombs: first Chair of the Trust, Australian Council for the Arts, Australia Council 
 Hunt: first Executive Director of the Trust 
 Battersby: first Executive Officer of the Australian Council for the Arts 
 Pascoe: first full-time Chair of the Australia Council 1981-1984 
 Whitlam: Prime Minister and Arts Minister 1972-1975 
 Staley: Arts Minister in Fraser's Government 
 Horne: Chair of Australia Council 1985-1990 
 Yerbury: General Manager of Australia Council 1984-1986 
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Dualism.14 (See Appendix II for more detail). John Pick detailed the European models in his 1986 text 
Managing the Arts as the Glory Model, Placebo Model, Educational Model, Reward Model, Service 
Model, Compensatory Model and Commercial Model.15 (See Appendix II for more details). Rather 
than describe the well-known models of arts funding in Australia - patronage, statutory authority, 
entrepreneurial, arms-length, peer assessment, business/arts partnership, incentive, sponsorship, 
reward for excellence (see Appendix III) - the model chosen for analysis of Australia's arts funding 
development is the professional historian Oliver Macdonagh's study of administration and patterns of 
government growth in nineteenth century England.16
 
 In Australia the transformation of central 
government from archaic to modern modes in support for the arts has been prodigious.  
Macdonagh's five-stage sequence of the process of governmental growth provides an ideal framework 
in which to analyse the role of individual influence, the principles determining funding policy, the 
reasons for change and the guidelines for future direction. Arts funding is developmental or 
evolutionary. (See Appendix 1). 
 
The first stage was the revelation of the inadequate state of things which appeared to be intolerable to 
public opinion. Sometimes the exposure was sudden and catastrophic and in general exogenous. Once 
exposed, remedy at any price was seen as necessary. This usually resulted in acceptance of 
responsibility and in legislation.17
 
 During the years 1945 to 1955 public opinion manifested a growing 
intolerance of the lack of government support for a national theatre. H.C. Coombs was the catalyst in 
exposing and remedying the situation. He capitalised on the community concern and his personal 
position in postwar reconstruction, the Commonwealth Bank and the Government Arts Sub-
committee, to form a committee of influential business men and women who could secure private 
donations and begin a Trust Fund. Coombs then persuaded Menzies to provide government support as 
a living memorial to the monarchy. 
In Macdonagh's model, the second stage following the acceptance of responsibility for the 
inadequacies, produced government action but resulted in little improvement in conditions in the field. 
In the case of arts administration in Australia, the Commonwealth subvention to the newly formed 
Australian Elizabethan Theatre Trust, while an expression of good intention made no remarkable 
difference to the growth of arts practice in the Australian community. Politicians had no real 
knowledge of the field18
 
 and continued to rely on the advice of individuals (like Coombs and Hunt) for 
funding distribution and measurement of success. 
                                                     
14 Tim Rowse, Arguing the Arts, Penguin, Australia, 1985, pp.6-30 and pp.116-131. 
15 John Pick, Managing the Arts? The British Experience, Rhinegold, London, 1986, pp.152- 
16 Oliver Macdonagh, The Inspector General, Croom Helm, London, 1981, p.295. 
17 Ibid., p.296. 
18 Ibid., p.297. 
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The third stage in Macdonagh's example was the establishment of an inspectorate,19
                                                     
19 Ibid., p.297. 
 a specialist 
bureaucratic structure analogous to the Australian Council for the Arts in 1968. In both models this 
created immense if unforeseen consequences. An inspectorate or council for disbursement of 
Commonwealth funds to the arts meant a fuller revelation of the grave deficiencies in the statute and 
demands for amendments and a new and ultimately irresistible authority. The Australian Council for 
the Arts underwent many proposals for more accountability and reform. As politicians gained more 
knowledge and interest, the arts community began calls for an intermediary or link between parliament 
and the executive in the field. 
 
The early 1970s demonstrated the change in attitude by administrators and public servants. Despite 
amendments to legislation and reform in regulations and management function, the Council was no 
longer a satisfactory solution to Commonwealth arts funding administration. Operational management 
was marked by evasions and regular modification. Funding policy was varied from year to year and 
administrators solved problems on a daily basis rather than visualising a more enlightened and 
vigorous funding model. This static concept of administration was replaced with a "dynamic concept", 
one of action, expertise, authority and vision: an autonomous statutory authority, the Australia Council 
in 1975. 
 
The fifth and final stage involved the "working out" of this new concept of administration. Discretions 
were sought, penalties imposed, investigations (systematic, statistical and experimental) carried out, 
new techniques adopted, and the administration became more technical and authoritative. Fluidity and 
experimentation led to a new status for the arts being created. This was captured in Donald Horne's 
Ideas Summit in Canberra in 1990, in which the arts were called upon to create "a clever country". 
 
Throughout Coombs' nineteen years (1955 to 1974) of leadership in the federal arts administration 
arena, he demonstrated a faith in the capacity of government to achieve his goals. With Donald 
Horne's appointment to the Australia Council in 1984, the beginning of scepticism appeared. It became 
impossible to maintain such faith in government funding practices because of constant changes in 
Ministers for Arts and in government policy. Arts funding could no longer be guaranteed in the long 
term. 
 
Any historical perspective of Commonwealth arts administration must declare the significant 
contribution made by those two individuals, Coombs and Horne. But paramount in the development 
over approximately forty years is rapidity in the rate of change. Growth has occurred from a state 
where minimal government support was demonstrated for individual artists in literature, music 
composition and the painting of commemorative occasions and dignitaries, to the functioning of a state 
funded autonomous arts authority supporting national arts organisations, individual artists, innovative 
arts projects, valuable arts research and an economically viable arts industry. At times the change has 
been too rapid. Those individuals who have driven the change have not allowed sufficient time for 
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satisfactory engagement by the arts community in the change process. 
 
Every phase of growth has resulted from criticism and been clouded in critical comment. This 
opposition underestimates the positive role the state has played in shaping support for the arts and in 
developing a national strategy for the arts in Australia. 
 
The individuals who effected change in the administration of the arts in Australia from 1945 to 1992 
were generally powerful, dominant leaders, persuaders and visionaries who acted quickly manipulating 
and securing government support. 
 
Every Prime Minister in this period has influenced the model of arts funding: Menzies, Holt, Gorton, 
McMahon, Whitlam, Fraser, Hawke and Keating. Menzies imbued the British and European 
influences on the nation's artistic development and only conceded support for the arts in the form of a 
Commonwealth grant because the Australian Elizabethan Theatre Trust provided a continuing 
memorial to his royalist beliefs. He maintained scrutiny over the Trust's financial management and 
regulated the many requests for additional funding. Holt's untimely death removed potentially fervent 
patronage of the arts, particularly the performing arts, but during his term he did initiate, with Coombs' 
advice, the government agency, the Australian Council for the Arts. Gorton impressed the art form 
film on the Council, thereby establishing a specific interventionist role while at the same time allowing 
Coombs reasonable freedom with the development of the Australian Council for the Arts. Under 
McMahon, conflict between the Arts Minister, Howson, and his own role as Prime Minister, created 
immense frustration for Council administration, as both claimed the power of initiating government 
policy. Whitlam intervened with both bounty and compassion creating a remarkable period of growth 
in subvention for the arts. This resulted in Fraser's intervention in terms of a new financial and 
managerial accountability for the Council. While supporting thorough review of the policy and 
procedures for arts funding, Fraser extended his influence with the protection of his preferred high arts, 
the "flagship" companies of opera, ballet and orchestra. Hawke probably had the least influence on the 
arts. He demonstrated little sensitivity for the arts and by the end of 1986 the Australia Council was 
described as `being destroyed by Bob Hawke, a man of exemplary political expediency and deep 
affection for the worst excesses of mass culture'.20
 
 Keating, like Whitlam, assembled key artists to 
backdrop his arts policy delivery in the recent election and enthusiastically derived pleasure from 
declaring his government's plans for the arts. He proposed funding changes in the current mix of arms 
length/peer assessment funding through the Australia Council and direct line funding through the Arts 
Ministry and he has placed the arts with Senator Bob McMullan in a portfolio of Arts and 
Administrative Services. 
This week as Parliament reeled under debate on Pay TV blunders, growing budget deficits and the 
curtailment of election promised tax cuts, the arts were called in to provide an entertaining "Hot Shoe 
Shuffle" thank you to the Prime Minister as they take their funded production to West End in London. 
 
                                                     
20 The National Times on Sunday, 14 Dec. 1986, p.28. 
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The final stage in Macdonagh's model of government growth21
 
 was marked by a new kind of state 
being born, with the government taking on a dynamic role in society. This is the justification for using 
an evolutionary process to discuss models of arts funding rather than applying labels and creating yet 
another. The future lies in this dynamic phase - government (and funding agencies) as active, vigorous 
and powerful. The practice of arts funding should never be static nor should it be inhibited by a label, 
or a box, or a model. This stage has not been worked through in Australia as yet. What has been 
achieved in this fifth stage is a balance of administrative discretion between the Australia Council and 
the Commonwealth Arts Ministry. 
The changes in Council organisational structure, decision-making procedures, recruitment strategies 
and advisory functions have been sanctioned by ministerial order because the management is effective. 
Council is producing results in statistical research, in experimental practices (individual fellowships, 
overseas studios, cultural export, tourism benefits), and in particular in relationships with the States' 
funding authorities. 
 
Each State in Australia has its own Arts Ministry (or equivalent) with policy brief and organisational 
function not unlike the Australia Council. None of these was established as a result of public outcry at 
inadequacies or a revelation of the appalling state of the arts; none has proceeded through the five 
stages of Macdonagh's model of government growth as the Commonwealth has demonstrated. In 
effect each State's administration of the arts has developed from the central government's fifth stage of 
growth as a result of the Australia Council's delegation, devolution and policy of access and 
participation. 
 
This is the beginning of Macdonagh's "new sort of state" - the government as dynamic in society. 
There is intrinsic value in the States' development of the arts at the local level. This displays maturity. 
It is a kind of handing over, a giving of strength, an allowance of empowerment. Since the State 
Ministries were formed in the late sixties and early seventies, this process of change has occurred 
slowly, in depth, and the States are poised for their governments to develop a dynamic role within the 
arts community. 
 
The continuing policies of the arts funding agencies have tried to reconcile the seemingly incompatible 
pursuit of excellence in the arts and the right of access and participation for all. While Coombs 
espoused egalitarianism, he promoted excellence and developed the flagship performing arts 
companies: the Australian Opera, the Australian Ballet and Australian Ballet School, the Old Tote 
Theatre Company, the Elizabethan Theatre Orchestras, the Australian Marionette Theatre and the 
National Institute of Dramatic Art. Each of these contributed to the nation's achievements. During the 
mid 1970s the arts acquired a social welfare role with the development of support for multi-cultural 
arts, festivals, touring and access in regions, community arts, art in working life, and challenge grant 
schemes. In the 1980s the high arts had their funding expectations challenged as the Australia Council 
                                                     
21 Macdonagh, p.28. 
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profiled a corporate mission to work for the realisation of the cultural rights of all Australians. 
 
The funding issues which carried the arts into the 1990s were those of equity, access, participation, 
artists' rights and the recognition of achievement. Those groups deprived of funding in the past were 
encouraged to take their rightful place in the model of arts funding. Assessors were made acutely 
aware of the needs of women, aboriginal and islander artists, people of non-english speaking 
backgrounds, regional communities, the disabled, youth and aged. 
 
Social policies which previously focussed the arts as part of education and welfare, as "public goods" 
for the benefit of all, were now clearly directed by research and statistical evidence at earmarking 
funding for the disadvantaged groups in the community. Arts policy and funding policy reflected 
government policy. Alongside these social and political issues in an environmental analysis, the 
economic issues have increased in importance. The industry image of the arts; the contribution to the 
nation's economy through income, employment and taxes; the heightened management and marketing 
function of executives and Boards of arts organisations, all impact on funding policy. 
 
The models of arts funding discussed in this paper have all revolved around a government agency, 
Federal and State. Here lies the problem for arts organisations in Australia in the 1990s. Despite a 
new-look entrepreneurial Australia Council the current climate is that of arts bodies clinging to 
government agendas. Even if the arts organisation has considerable sponsorship and business support, 
accountability to the government or statutory funding authority pervades management and production 
processes. Australia's historical models of arts funding have clearly created dependence by arts 
organisations on the public purse. Traditionally governments (Federal, State and Local) focus on 
problems and in particular their own identity in policy making. There is a lack of respect for the role 
arts can play in giving a government style, image, empathy, growth, vitality. Local Governments are 
often naive on the subject of arts development, expecting profit from arts centres and administering the 
local arts program without a Board and therefore no arms length decision-making. 
 
State and Local Governments should carry the burden of funding allocation because of proximity to 
the arts product and the community being served. However there are many considerations in such an 
argument. It would be unwise to duplicate services state to state and region to region. Peer assessment 
needs to be utilised carefully. State funding authorities are in danger of repeating the past excesses of 
administration at Federal level. A balance of successful past practices needs to be maintained 
alongside the encouragement of innovative, new and challenging practices. In the Federal arena the 
dynamics of change are in process. State Governments need training to understand the process. 
Funding models at this level must be designed with a future orientation. Arts organisations must work 
through the challenge of independence. 
 
The following proposals for arts administrators at government level and in arts organisations are based 
on the premise that current models of funding will cease by 1996 and arts organisations must seek 
alternative means of support and development. 
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1. Reinforce the recent movement towards networks, alliances of arts bodies for strength in 
advocacy and planning strategic development. 
 
2. Instigate training for State Ministries to manage change. 
 
3. Capitalise on unity and diversity, share goals, rationalise resources. Increasing unity is vital for 
governments and arts organisation. 
 
4. Use assets more creatively. Structure own "in kind" support. 
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5. Organise and manage more effectively. Monitor expenses and prepare stricter budget controls. 
 
6. Develop advocacy skills (with government departments, community, business, education). 
 
7. Use Board Members more productively. 
 
8. Eliminate dependence (financial, philosophical, organisational) on a government funding agency 
and celebrate a new era of experimentation, adventure, challenge and risk in organisation, 
management, relationships, venues and community empowerment. 
 
9. Reassess the value of the artist (to the organisation, the community, the soul). 
 
10. Foster the local arts within cultural tourism, and think expansively about the internationalisation 
of the Australian arts. 
 
The new era looming with the next century will challenge government subvention of the arts in its 
present form. As nonprofit arts organisations develop advocacy skills and heightened management and 
entrepreneurial marketing practices, powerful managers will emerge. The nineties will be the era of the 
powerful manager. Through taxation incentives, corporate activity in the public sector and changing 
government policy towards a national cultural identity, communities will be encouraged to take 
leadership in the arts environment. Commitment and responsibility will be transferred from politics 
and bureaucrats towards the people themselves. This challenge of unity will become the driving force 
for nonprofit corporations in the millennium. 
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 APPENDIX 1 
 
 Table showing Macdonagh's Stages of Government growth 
 and Australia's Arts Funding Evolution 
 
 
Macdonagh's Model of the 
Process of Governmental Growth 
 
Models of Arts Funding in 
Australia 1945-1992 
Stage 1 
 
Revelation of Inadequacy and Acceptance of 
Responsibility. 
 
 
 1945-1954 Calls for National Theatre. 
   Menzies provides matching funds. 
 
Stage 2 
 
Good Intentions but No Difference in the 
Field. 
 
 
 
 1955  Australian Elizabethan Theatre Trust. 
 1956-1963 National Performing Arts Companies 
formed. 
 
Stage 3 
 
Establishment of Inspectorate Demand for 
Centralisation 
 
 
 
 1968  Australian Council for the Arts. 
 
Stage 4 
 
Proposals for Reform and Establishment of 
Intermediary between Parliament and 
Executives in the Field. 
 
 
 
 1975  Australia Council Statutory Authority. 
 
Stage 5 
 
Dynamic Concept of Administration `New 
State being Born'. 
 
 
 
 
 1991  Significant State Ministry developments. 
 1993  Australia Council as Entrepreneur. 
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APPENDIX II 
 
Models of Arts Funding 
Australia & Europe 
 
1. Tim Rowse - Arguing the Arts, 1985 
 
 Voluntary Entrepreneurship (Australian Elizabethan Theatre Trust) 
 Statutory Patronage (Australia Council, Australian Film Corporation) 
 Decentralised Patronage (Council funding through intermediary community groups) 
 Dualism (Commercial entertainment and subsidised quality Commonwealth and State) 
 
2. John Pick - Managing the Arts, 1986 
 
 Glory Model - support for "high arts" and excellence for the national glory. 
 Placebo Model - arts support to solve social and physical problems. 
 Educational Model - promotes the arts as adjunct to state propaganda system. 
 Reward Model - arts funding as reward for "excellence" or for a new audience. 
 Service Model - participation for all in the arts experience. 
 Compensatory Model - promotion of arts activity formerly supported elsewhere. 
 Commercial Model - arts as "goods", government investment for profit. 
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APPENDIX III 
 
Models of Arts Funding in Australia 
 
 
Government Patronage 
 
Statutory Authority 
 
Entrepreneurial 
 
 
 Reward for   
 } 
 
Excellence 
Innovation 
Access and Participation 
 
Economic Rationalist 
 
Incentive 
 
Sponsorship 
 
 
